5i4	THE LAW OF MOVABLES
for a debtor to be made bankrupt in more countries than one,
and when this happens it is clear that there must inevitably
ensue not only considerable injustice and confusion, but also
undue expense. The law of bankruptcy varies in different
countries. Thus debts provable in one country may not be ad-
missible of claim in another, the rules dealing with priority of
creditors may differ, there may be no common agreement as
to the date when the bankruptcy of a debtor is deemed to
commence, and what constitutes an act of bankruptcy in one
country may be innocuous in another. Quite apart from these
differences in the substantive law of the various territorial
systems, the inconveniences of co-existing bankruptcies are
patent. The bankrupt, for instance, at his pleasure can remove
his property and arrange for its distribution in one particular
country, so that creditors will be compelled to calculate
whether it is more advantageous to proceed in this or in that
forum.1
Three     It is virtually impossible to prevent the initiation of bank-
cP^rsfs ruptcy proceedings in various countries, for there is invariably
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event of an overriding territorial rule that proceedings may be taken
concurrent against a debtor in given circumstances, but the real problem is
ruptcies whether the different administrative bodies should co-operate
with each other. The question arises when an application is
made to an English court for the stay of proceedings in Eng-
land on the ground that similar proceedings have been started
abroad. In such a case there are three possible solutions :2
(a) Submission to the forum of the domicil.
(a) doc-     Jurists have consistently advocated the doctrine of the unity
uyf of bankruptcy.
° ruptcy *^s t^ie bankruptcy has in view an adjustment of the claims of a
number of creditors, it is possible only at one place, namely, at the
domicil of the debtor. . . ^
'Another rule', said Fry LJ.,4 'which has been suggested is this, that
every other forum shall yield to the forum of the domicil, that the forum
of every foreign country, every country not of the domicil, shall act
only as accessory and in aid of the forum of the domicil. That, it is said,
is the forum concur sus^ to which all persons who are interested in the
administration of the estate are bound to, have recourse/
1	See Mr. Chancellor Kent in Holmes v. Rensen (New York}, cited Piggott,
Foreign Judgments (and ed.), p. 337.
2	In re Artola Hermanos (1890), 2.4 Q.B.D. 640, at p. 648, per Fry L J.
3. Savigny, s. 374, transl. Guthrie, p. 209.
4 In re Artola Hermanos, supra, at p. 648.

